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Dr. A. B. Keith, {C seems to seek to meet Indian aspirations
by assurances that safeguards are merely formal, and to
obviate our anxieties by assurances that the safeguards are
real. Both views cannot be correct/' x Even if the
principal States join the Federation, it would be difficult
to avoid the fissiparous influences that would arise among
the diverse elements composing the Federation. It was
dangerous, they maintained, to have " the power at the
centre confused and divided " when Provinces were being
developed as autonomous units. They believed that so long
as the Central Government remained unaffected by the
constitutional changes, safeguards could be made effective.
Consequently they firmly opposed the view that provincial
autonomy and central responsibility must go together.

There was a certain air of unreality about this opposition
to the White Paper proposals. The opponents did not
produce any alternative scheme ; their only suggestion was
that the Provinces should be given autonomy with one
reservation, namely, the control of the police and judiciary.
They argued that such a proviso was not inconsistent with
the principle of provincial autonomy and cited instances of
similar reservations proposed by the White Paper (Army,
Foreign Affairs, etc.) to the grant of central responsibility.
The truth is, that the opponents opposed in order to ensure
adequate effective safeguards and prevent the Government
from forcing through Parliament their proposals as a fait
accompli. They knew that only by persistent opposition
would they succeed in modifying the proposals to the extent
of their not implying political devolution such as had been
conceded in the Dominions.
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The supporters of the White Paper lost no opportunity
in explaining the raison d'etre of the proposals. They
claimed that

1 The Morning Post, June 4, 1933.